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The Second
American Revolution

Had the economic systems of the North and the South remained static or
changed slowly without effecting immense dislocations in the social strac-
ture, the balance of power might have been maintained indefinitely by
repeating the compensatory tactics of 1787, 1820, 1833, and 1850; keeping
in this manner the inherent artagonisms within the bounds of diplomacy.
But nothing was stable in the economy of the United States or in the moral
sentiments associated with its diversities.

Within each section of the country, the necessities of the productive
system were generating portentous results. The periphery of the industrial
vortex of the Northeast was daily enlarging, agriculture in the Northwest
was being steadily supplemented by manufacturing, and the area of virgin
soil open to exploitation by planters was diminishing with rhythmic regularity
—shifting with mechanical precision the weights which statesmen had to
adjust in their efforts to maintain the equilibrium of peace. Within each of
the three sections also occurred an increasing intensity of social concentration
as railways, the telegraph, and the press made travel and communication cheap
and almost instantaneous, facilitating the centripetal process that was drawing
people of similar economic status and pardllel opinions into cooperative
activities. Finally the intellectual energies released by accumulating wealth
and growing leisure—stimulated by the expansion of the reading public and
the literary market—developed with deepened accuracy the word-patterns
of the current social persuasions, contributing with galvanic effect to the
consolidation of identical groupings.

As the years passed, the planting leaders of Jefferson’s agricultural party
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410 The Civil War

insisted with mounting fervor that the opposition, first of the Whigs and
then of the Republicans, was at bottom an association of interests formed
for the purpose of plundering productive management and labor on the
land. And with steadfast insistence they declared that in the insatiable greed
of their political foes lay the source of the dissensions which were tearing
the country asunder. o

“There is not a pursuit in which man is engaged (agriculture excepted),”
exclaimed Reuben Davis of Mississippi in 1860,

which is not demanding legislative aid to enable it to enlarge its profits and all at
the expense of the primaty pursuit of man—agricalture. . . . Those intezests, having

a common purpose of plunder, have united and combined to use the government -

as the instrument of their operation and have thus virtually converted it into a
consolidated empire. Now this combined host of interests stands arrayed against
the agricultural states; and this is the reason of the conflict which like an earth-
quake is shaking our political fabric to its foundation.

The furor over slavery is a mere subterfuge to cover other purposes. “Relent-
less avarice stands firm with its iron heel upon the Constitution.” This crea-
ture, “incorporated avarice,” has chained “the agricultural states to the
northern rock” and lives like a vulture upon their prosperity. Tt is the effort
of Prometheus to burst his manacles that provokes the assault on slavery.

“These states struggle like a giant,” continued Davis, “and alarm these

incorporated interests, lest they may break the chain that binds them to
usurpation; and therefore they are making this fierce onslaught upon the slave
property of the southern states.” -

The fact that free-soil advocates waged war only on slavery in the terri-
tories was to Jefferson Davis conclusive proof of an underlying conspiracy
agamst agriculture. He professed more respect for the abolitionist than for
the freesoiler. The former, he said, is dominated by an honest conviction ¥t
slavery is wrong everywhere and that all men ought to be free; the latter
does not assail slavery in the states—he merely wishes to abolish it in the
territories that are in due course to be admitted to the Union.

With challenging directness, Davis turned upon his opponents in the
Senate and charged them with using slavery as a blind to delude the unwary:

What do you propose, gentlemen of the Free-Soil party? Do you propose to
better the condition of the slave? Not at all. What then do you propose? You say
you are opposed to the expausion of slavery. . . . Is the slave to be benefited by it?
Not at all. It is not humanity that influences you in the position which you 1now
occupy before the country. . . . It is that you may have an opportunity of cheating
us that you want to limit slave territary within circumscribed bounds. It is that you
may have a majority in the Congress of the United States and convert the Govern-
ment into an engine of northern aggrandizement. It is that your section may grow
in power and prosperity upon treasures unjustly taken from the South, like the
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The Second American Revolution 411

vampire bloated and gorged with the blood which it has secretly sucked from its
victim. . . . You desire to weaken the political power of the southern states; and
why? Because you want, by an unjust system of legislation, to promote the industry
of the New England states, at the expense of the people of the South and their
mdustry.

Such in the mind of Jefferson Davis, fated to be president of the Con-
federacy, was the real purpose of the party which sought to prohibit slavery

_in the territories; that party did not declare slavery to be a moral disease

calling for the severe remedy of the surgeon; it merely sought to keep bondage
out of the new states as they came into the Union—with one fundamental
aim in view, namely, to gain political ascendancy in the government of the
United States and fasten upon the country an economic policy that meant
the exploitation of the South for the beneht of northern capitalisma.

But the planters were after all fighting against the census returns, as
the phrase of the day ran current. The amazing gr0w’ch of northern industries,
the rapid extension of railways, the swift expansion of foreign trade to the
ends of the earth, the attachment of the farming regions of the West to the
centers of manufacture and finance through transportation and credit, the
destruction of state consciousness by migration, the alien invasion, the erec-
tion of new commonwealths in the Valley of Democracy, the nationalistic
drive of interstate commerce, the increase of population in the North, and
the southward pressure of the capitalistic glacier all conspired to assure the
ultimate triumph of what the orators were fond of calling “the free labor
system.” This was a dynamic thrust far too powerful for planters operating
in a limited territory with incompetent labor on soil of dimimshing fertility.
Those who swept forward with it, exulting in the approaching trinmph of
machine industry, warned the planters of their ultimate subjection.

To statesmen of the invincible forces recorded in the census returns,
the planting opposition was a huge, compact, and self-conscious economic
agsociation bent upon political objects—the possession of the government of
the United States, the protection of its interests against adverse legislation,
dominion over the territories, and enforcement of the national fugitive slave
law throughout the length and breadth of the land. No phrase was more
often on the lips of northern statesmen than “the slave power " The pages
of the Congressional Globe bristled with references to “the slave system”
and its influence over the government of the country. But it was left for
William H. Seward of New York to describe it with a fullness of familiar
knowledge that made his characterization a classic.

Seward knew from experience that a political party was no mere pla-
tonic society engaged in discussing abstractions. “A party,” he said, “is in one

- sense a joint stock association, in which those who contribute most direct

the action and management of the concern. The slaveholders contributing
in an overwhelming proportion to the capital strength of the Democratic
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party, they necessarily dictate and prescribe its policy. The inevitable caucus
system enables them to do this with a show of fairness and justice.” This
class of slaveholders, consisting of only three hundred and forty-seven thou-
sand persons, Seward went on to say, was spread from the banks of the
Delaware to the banks of the Rio Grande; it possessed nearly all the real
estate in that section, owned more than three million other “persons” who
werc denied all civil and political rights, and inhibited “freedom of speech,

freedom of press, freedom of the ballot box, freedom of education, freedom

of literature, and freedom of popular assemblies. . . . The slaveholding class
has become the governing power in each of the slaveholding states and it
praciically chooses thirty of the sixty-two members of the Senate, ninety
of the two hnndred and thirty-three members of the House of Representa-
tives, and one hundred and five of the two hundred and ninety-five electors
of the President and Vice-President of the United States.”
* Becoming still more concrete, Seward accused the President of being
“a confessed apologist of the slave-property class.” Examining the composi-
tion of the Senate, He found the slave-owning group in possession of all the
Important committees. Peering into the House of Representatives he discov-
ered no impregnable bulwark of freedom there. Nor did respect for judicial

ermine compel him to spare the Supreme Court. With irony he exclaimed:

How fitting does the proclamation of its opening close with the invocation:
“God save the United States and this honorable court”. . . . The court consists of
a chief justice and eight associate justices. Of these five were caHed from slave states
and four from free states. The opinions and bias of each of them were carefully
considered by the President and Senate when he was appointed. Not one of them
was found wanting in soundness of politics, according to the slaveholder’s exposi-
tion of the Constitution, and those who were called from the free states were even
more distinguished in that respect than their brethren from the slaveholding states.

Seward then analyzed the civil service of the national government and
could descry not a single person among the thousands employed in the
post office, the treasury, and other great departments who was “false to the
slaveholding interest.” Under the spoils system, the dominion of the slavoc-
racy extended into all branches of the federal administration. “The customs-
houses and the public lands pour forth two golden streams—one into the
elections to procure votes for the slaveholding class; and the other into the
treasury to be enjoyed by those whom it shall see fit to reward with places
in the public service.” Even in the North, religion, learning, and the press
were .under the spell of this masterful class, frightened lest they incur its
wrath.

Having described the gigantic operating structure of the slavocracy,
Seward drew with equal power a picture of the opposmg system founded on

“free labor.” He surveyed the course of economy in the North—the growth
of industry, the spread of railways, the swelling tide of European immigra-
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tion, and the westward roll of free farmers—rounding out the country, knit-
ting it together, bringing “these antagonistic systemns” continually into closer
contact. Then he uttered those fatefnl words which startled conservative
citizens from Maine to California—words of prophecy which proved to be
brutally true—"the irrepressible conflict:”

This inexorable clash, he said, was not “accidental, unnecessary, the
work of interested or fanatical agitators and therefore ephemeral.” No. “It is
an irrepressible conflict between opposing and enduring forces.” The hopes
of those who sought peace by appealing to slave owners to reform themselves
were as chaff in a storm. “How long and with what success have you waited
already for that reformation? Did any property class ever so reform itself?
Did the patricians in old Rome, the noblesse or clergy in France? The land-
holders in Ireland? The landed aristocracy in England? Does the slaveholding
class even seek to beguile you with such a hope? Has it not become rapacious,
arrogant, defiant?” All attempts at compromise were “vain and ephemeral.”
There was accordingly but one supreme task before the people of the United
States—the task of confounding and overthrowing “by one decisive blow the
betrayers of the Constitution and freedom forever.” In uttering this indict-
ment, this prophecy soon to be fulfilled with such appalling accuracy, Seward
stepped beyond the bounds of cautious politics and read himself out of the
little group of men who were eligible for the Republican nomination in 1860.
Frantic efforts to soften his words by explanations and additions could not
appease his critics.

Given amirrepressible conflict which could be. symbolized in such un-
mistakable patterns by competent interpreters of opposing factions, a transfer
of the issues from the forum to the field, from the conciliation of diplomacy
to the decision of arms was bound to come. Each side obdurately bent upon
its designs and convinced of its rectitude, by the fulfillment of its wishes
precipitated events and effected distributions of power that culminated finally
in the tragedy foretold by Seward. Those Democrats who operated on historic
knowledge rather than on prophetic insight, recalling how many times the
party of Hamilton had been crushed at elections, remembering how the
Whigs had never been able to carry the country on a cleancut Webster-Clay
program, and counting upon the continued support of a huge array of farmers
and mechanics marshaled behind the planters, imagined apparently that
politics—viewed as the science of ballot enumeration—could resolve ‘the
problems of power raised by the maintenance of the Union.

And in this opinion they were confirmed by the outcome of the presi-
dential campaign in 1852, when the Whigs, with General Winfield Scott,
a hero of the Mexican war, at their head, were thoroughly routed by the
Democratic candidate, General Franklin Pierce of New Iampshire. Indeed
the verdict of the people was almost savage, for Pierce carried every state but
four, receiving 254 out of 296 electoral votes. The Free-Soil party that branded
slavery as a crime and called for its prolibition in the territories scarcely
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made a ripple, polling only 156,000 out of more than three million votes, a
figure below the record set in the previous campaign. :

With the Whigs beaten and the Free-Soilers evidently a dwindling
handful of negligible critics, exultant Democrats took possession of the
Executive offices and Congress, inspired by a firm belief that their tenure was
secure. Having won an overwhelming victory on a definite tariff for revenue
and pro-slavery program, they acted as if the party of Hamilton was for all
practical purposes as powerless as the little band of abolitionist agitators.
At the succeeding election in 1856 they again swept the country—this time
with James Buchanan of Pennsylvania as their candidate. Though his triumph
was not as magisterial as that of Pierce it was great enough to warrant a con-
viction that the supremacy of the Democratic party could not be broken
at the polls.

During these eight years of tenure, a series of events occurred under
Democratic auspices, which clinched the grasp of the planting interest upon
the country and produced a correlative consolidation of the opposition. One
line of development indicated an indefinite extension of the slave area;
another the positive withdrawal of all government support from industrial
and commercial enterprise. The first evidence of the new course came in
the year immediately following the inauguration of Pierce. In 1854, Congress
defantly repealed the Missouri Compromise and threw open to slavery the
vast section of the Louisiana Purchase which had been closed to it by the
covenant adopted more than three decades before. On the instant came a
rush of slavery champions from Missouri into Kansas determined to bring
it into the southern sphere of influence. Not content with the conquest of the
forbidden West, filibustering parties under pro-slavery leaders attempted to
seize Cuba and Nicaragua and three American ministers abroad flung out to
the world a flaming proclamation, known as the “Ostend Manifesto,” which
declared that the United States would be justified in wresting Cuba from
Spain by force—acts of imperial aggression which even the Democratic admin-
istratton in Washington felt constrained to repudiate. -

Crowning the repeal of the Missouri Compromise came two decisions
of the Supreme Court giving sanction to the expansion of stavery in America
and assuring high protection for that peculiar institution even in the North.
In the Dred Scott case decided in March, 1857, Chief Justice Taney declared
in effect that the Missouri Compromise had been void from the beginning
and that Congress had no power under the Constitution to prohibit slavery
m the territories of the United States anywhere at any time. This legal
trivmph for the planting interest was followed in 1859 by another decision
in which the Supreme Court upheld the fugitive slave law and all the drastic
procedure provided for its enforcement. To the frightened abolitionists it
seemed that only one more step was needed to make freedom unconstitutional
throughout the country:

These extraordinary measures on behalf of slavery were accompanied by
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others that touched far more vitally economic interests in the North. In 1859,
the last of the subsidies for trans-Atlantic steamship companies was ordered
discontinued by Congress. In 1857, the tariff was again reduced, betraying
an unmistakable drift of the nation toward free trade. In support of this
action, the répresentatives of the South and Southwest were almost unanimous
and they gathered into their fold a large number of New England congressmen
on condition that no. material reductions should be made in duties on cotton
goods. On the other hand, the Middle States and the West offered a large
majority against tariff reduction so that the division was symptomatic.
Immediately after the new revenue law went into effect an industrial
© panic burst upon the country, spreading distress among business men and
free laborers. While that tempest was running high, the paper money anarchy
let loose by the Democrats reached the acme of virulence as the notes of
wildcat banks flooded the West and South and financial institutions crashed
in every direction, fifty-one failing in Indiana alone within a period of five
years. Since all hope of reviving Hamiltons system of finance had been
buried, those who believed that a sound cumrency was essential to national
prosperity were driven to the verge of desperation. On top of these economic
calamities came Buchanan's veto of the Homestead bill which the impatient
agrarians had succeeded in getting through Congress in a compromise form
—an act of presidential independence which angered the farmers and me-
chanics who regarded the national domain as their own inheritance. . . .
The amazing acts of mastery—legislative, executive, judicial—committed
by the federal government in the decade between 1850 and 1860 changed the
whole political climate of America. They betrayed a growing consolidation
in the planting group, its increased dominance in the Democratic party, and
an evident determination to realize its economic interests and protect its
labor system at all hazards. In a kind of doom, they seemed to mark the final
supremacy of the political army which had swept into office with Andrew
Jackson. During the thirty-two years between that event and the inauguration

of Lincoln, the Democrats controlled the Presidency and the Senate for -

twenty-four years, the Supreme Court for twenty-six years, and the House of
Representatives for twenty-two years. By the end of the period, the old
farmer-labor party organized by Jackson had passed under the dominion of
the planting interest and the farming wing of the North was confronted with
the alternative of surrender or secession.

L this shift of power the Whigs of the South, discovering the tendencies
of the popular balloting, moved steadily over into the Democratic camp.
Though unavoidable, the transfer was painful; the planting Whigs, being
rich and influential, had little affection for the white farmers who rallied
around the Jacksomian banner. According to the estimate of a southern
newspaper in 1850, the Whigs owned at least three-fourths of all- the slaves
in the country and it was a matter of common knowledge that leaders among
them disliked wildcat banking as much as they hated high duties on the

heid
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manufactured goods they bought. Indeed to a southern gentleman of the old
school the radical agrarianism of Andrew Jackson was probably more odious
than the tariff schedules devised by Daniel Webster. It was said that one of
them, when asked whether a gentleman could be a Democrat, snapped back
the tart reply: “Well, he is not apt to be; but if he is, he is in damned bad
company.”

But the rich planters were relatively few in numbers and virtue was
subject to the law of necessity; the populace had the votes, northern manufac-
turers were demanding protection, abolitionists were agitating, and in the
end all but the most conservative remnant of the southern Whigs had to go

over to the party that professed the dangerous doctrines of Jackson. The -

achievements of the years that lay between 1850 and 1860 seemed to justify
the sacrifice.

Though the drift toward the irrepressible conflict was steady and strong,
as events revealed, the politics of the decade had the ontward semblances of
dissolition. The abolitionists and free-soilers, while a mere minority as we
have seen, were able to worry the politicians of both parties in the North.
Largely deserted by their southern cohorts, the Whigs, whose organization
had always been tenuous at best, could discover no way of mustering a major-
ity of votes on the bare economic policies of Hamilton and Webster. Their
two victories—in 1840 and 1848—had been dubious and their only hope for a
triumph at the polls lay in a combination with other factors. . . .

The signal for a general realignment of factions and parties was given
by the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska bill of 1854 repealing the Missouri
Compromise. In fact, while that measure was pending in Congress a coalesc-
ing movement was to be observed: northern Whigs persuaded that their old
party was moribund, Democrats weary of planting dominance, and free-soilers
eager to exclude slavery from the territories began to draw together to resist
the advance of the planting power. In February of that year, a number of
Whigs and Democrats assembled at Ripon, Wisconsin, and resolved that a
new party must be formed if the bill passed.

When the expected event cecurred, the Ripon insurgents created a
fusion committee and chose the name “Republican” as the title of their
young political association. In July, a Michigan convention composed of
kindred elements demanded the repeal of the Kansas-Nebraska act, the repeal
of the fugitive slave law, and the abolition of slavery in the District of Colum-
bia. This convention also agreed to postpone all differences “with regard to
political economy or administrative policy” and stay in the field as a “Repub-
lican” party unti] the struggle against slavery extension was finished. All over
the country similar meetings were mustered and the local cells of the new
national party rose into being. Meanwhile the old Whigs who wanted peace
and prosperity were floating about looking for any drifting wreckage that
might hold them above the waves. . . . :
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“The Government has fallen into the hands of the Slave Power com-
pletely,” wrote Wendell Phillips-in 1854,

--8o far as national politics are concerned, we are beaten—there’s no hope. We
shall have Cuba in a year or two, Mexico in five, and I should not wonder if efforts
were made to revive the slave trade, though perhaps unsuccessfully, as the northern
slave states, which live by the export of slaves, would help us In opposing that.
Events hurry forward with amazing rapidity; we live fast here. The future seems to
“unfold a vast slave empire united with Brazil and darkening the whole West, I
hope I may be a false prophet, but the sky was never so dark.

Three years later, when the inauguration of Buchanan had turned dis-
couragement into despair, the only strategic stroke that Phillips and his
colleagues could invent was to hold an abolition convention in Massachusetts
and adopt a solemn slogan calling for the disruption of the Union with the
slave states. And the events of the swiftly flowing months that followed, as
we have already indicated, merely seemed to confirm the belief of Phillips in
the supremacy of the Democratic party led by the indomitable planting
interest; events such as the downward revision of the tariff, the withdrawal
of the ship subsidies, and the Dred Scott decision opening the territories to
slavery. ' ,

All the while the conflict was growing more furious. Advocates of pro-
tection, taking advantage of the panic which followed the tariff revision,
organized a stirring campaign to wean workingmen from their allegiance
to a free-trade Democracy. Advocates of a sound currency protested against
the depreciated notes and the wildcat-banks that spread ruin through all
sections of the land. The abolitionists maintained their fusillade, Garrison
and Phillips, despite their pessimismn, resting neither day nor night. Going
beyond the bounds of mere agitation, the slavery faction of Missouri in its
grim determination to conquer Kansas for bondage and northern abolitionists
in their equally firm resolve to seize it for freedom convulsed the country by
bloody deeds and then by bloody reprisals. In a powerful oration, “Fhe Crime
against Kansas,” done in classical style but bristling with abuse of the slavery
party, Charles Sumner threw Congress into a tumult in 1856 and provided a
text for the free-soilers laboring to wrest the government from the planting
interest. Before the public excitement caused by this speech had died away,
the attention of the nation was arrested by a series of debates between
Lincoln and Douglas held in Illinois in 1858—debates which set forth
clear and logical form the program for excluding slavery from the territories
and the squattersovereignty scheme for letting the inhabitants decide the
Assue for themselves, ,

Then came the appalling climax in 1859 when John Brown, after a
stormy career in Kansas, tried to kindle a servile insurrection in the South. In
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the spring of that year, Brown attended an anti-slavery convention from which
he went away muttering: “These men are all talk; what we need is action—
action!” Collecting a few daring comrades he made a raid into Harpers Ferry
for the purpose of starting a slave rebellion. Though his efforts failed, though
he was quickly executed as a “traitor to Virginia,” the act of violence rocked
the continent from sea to sea.

In vain did the Republicans try to treat it as the mere work of a fanatic
and denounce it as “among the gravest of crimnes” In vain did Lincoln
atternpt to minimize it as an absurd adventure that resulted in nothing note-
worthy except the death of Brown. It resounded through the land with the
clangor of an alarm bell, aggravating the jangling nerves of a people already
excited by fears of a race war and continued disturbances over the seizure
of slaves under the fugitive slave act—disorders which sometimes assumed
the form of menacing riots.

The turmoil in the country naturally found sharp echoes in the halls of
Congress. Buchanan’s policy of aiding the slavery party in its efforts to get
possession of Kansas and the taunting action of the freesoilers in their de-
termination to save it for liberty, gave abundant occasions for debates that
grew more and more acrimonious. Indeed the factions in Congress were now
almost at swords’ points, passion in argument and gesture becoming the
commonplace of the day.

"When Senator Sumner made a vehement verbal attack on Senator
Butler of South Carolina in 1856, Preston Brooks, a Representative from the
same state and a relative of the latter, replied in terms of physical force, catch-
ing Sumner unawares and beating his victim senseless with a heavy cane.
Though the act was not strictly chivalrous—for Sumner, wedged in between
his chair and his desk, could not defend himself—admiring South Carolinians
gave Brooks a grand banquet and presented him with a new cane bearing the
words: “Use knockdown arguments.” On both sides of the Senate chamber
all the arts of diplomacy were discarded, and the meanest weapons of personal
abuse brought into play. Douglas called Sumner a perjurer who spat forth
malignity upon his colleagues. The prim, proud Senator from Massachusetts,
conscious of possessing a mellow culture, replied by likening Douglas to a
“noisome, squat and nameless animal” that filled the Senate with an offensive
odor. _

‘Things were even worse in the lower house. Again and again debate was
on the verge of physical combat, for which members equipped themselves
with knives and revolvers. A Representative from Pennsylvania and another
from North Carolina had to be put under bonds to keep the peace. A general
mélée occurred in the spring of 1860 when Lovejoy, whose brother had been
shot by a proslavery mob in Illinois, made an unbridled attack on slave
owners and Democrats, advanced to their side of the house shaking his fists
in a terrible rage, and threw the whole chamber into such a confusion that
all the resources of experienced leaders were needed to prevent bloodshed
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then and there. Without exaggeration did Jefferson Davis exclaim that mem-
bers of Congress were more like the agents of belligerent states than men
assembled in the interest of common welfare—an utterance that was star-
tlingly accurate—born of prophetic certainty. After a few fleeting days, the
irrepressible conflict that had so long been raging was actually to pass from
the forum to the battiefield, to that court where the only argument was the
sword and where the one answer that admitted of no appeal was death.

Every shocking incident on the one side only consolidated the forces
on the other. By 1860 leaders of the planting interest had worked out in great
detail their economic and political scheme—their ultimatum to the serried
opposition—and embodied it in many official documents. The economic ele-
ments were those made familiar to the country through twenty years of
agitation: no high protective tariffs, no ship subsidies, no national banking
and currency systemn; in short, none of the measares which business enterprise
deemed essential to its progress. The remaining problem before the planting
interest, namely, how to clinch its grip and prevent a return to the Hamilton-
Webster policy as the industrial North rapidly advanced in wealth and
population, was faced with the same penchant for definition.

Plans for accomplishing that purpose were mapped out by able spokes-
men from the South in a set of Senate resolutions adopted on May 24-25,
1860: slavery is lawful in all the territories under the Constitution; neither
Congress nor a local legislature can abolish it there; the federal government
is in duty bound to protect slave owners as well as the holders of other forms
of property in the territories; it is a violation of the Constitution for any state
or any combination of citizens to intermeddle with the domestic institutions
of any other state “‘on any pretext whatever, political, moral, or religious, with
a view to their disturbance or subversion”; open or covert attacks on slavery
are contrary to the solemn pledges given by the states on entering the Union
to protect and defend one another; the inhabitants of a territory on their
admission to the Union may decide whether or not they will sanction slavery
thereafter; the strict enforcement of the fugitive slave law is required by good
faith and the principles of the Constitution.

In brief, the federal government was to do nothing for business enter-
prise while the planting interest was to be assured the possession of enough
political power to guarantee it against the rcénactment of the Hamilton-
Webster program. Incidentally the labor system of the planting interest was
not to be criticized and all runaway property was to be returned. Anything
short of this was, in the view of the planting statesmen, “subversive of the
Constitution.”

The meaning of the ultimatum was not to be mistaken. It was a demand
upon the majority of the people to surrender unconditionally for all time
to the minority stockholders under the Constitution. It offered nothing to
capitalism but capitulation; to the old Whigs of the South nothing but
submission. Finally—and this was its revolutionary phase—it called upon the
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farmers and mechanics who had formed the bulk of Jacksonian Democracy in
the North to acknowledge the absolute sovercignty of the planting interest.
Besides driving a wedge into the nation, the conditions laid down by the
planters also split the Democratic party itself into two factions.

Soon after the Democratic convention assembled at Charleston in April,
1860, this fundamental division became manifest. The northern wing, while
entirely willing to indorse the general economic program of the planters,
absolutely refused to guarantee them sovereignty in the party and throughout
the country. Rejecting the proposal of the southern members to make slavery
obligatory in the territories, it would merely offer to “abide by the decisions
of the Supreme Court on all questions of constitutional law.” Since the Dred
Scott case had opened all the territories to slavery, that tender seemed gener-
ous enough but the intransigent representatives of the planting interest would
not accept it as adequate. Unable to overcome the majority commanded in
the convention by the northern group, they withdrew from the assembly,
spurning the pleas of their colleagues not to break up the union of hearts on
“2 mere theory” and countering all arguments with a declaration of finality:
“Go your way and we will go ours.” -~ © - :

After balloting for a time on candidates without reaching a decision
under the two-thirds rule, the remaining members of the Charleston confer-
ence adjourned to meet again at Baltimore. When they reassembled, they
nominated Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois, the apostle of “squatter sover-
eignty,” who was ready to open the territories to slavery but not to guarantee
the planting interest unconditional supremacy in the Democratic party and
the Union. Determined to pursue their separate course to the bitter end, the
Charleston seceders adopted the platform rejected by the Douglas faction and
chose as their candidate, John C. Breckinridge of Kentucky, an unyielding
champion of planting aristocracy and its labor system. The union of farmers
and slave owners was thus severed: the Republicans had carried off one large
fragment of the northern farmers in 1856; Douglas was now carrying off
another. :

During the confusion in the Democratic ranks, the Republicans, in
high glec over the quarrels of the opposition, held their convention in Chicago
—a sectional gathering except for representatives from five slave states. Among
its delegates the spirit of opposition to slavery extension, which had inspired
the party assembly four years before, was still evident but enthusiasm on that
ticklish subject was neuntralized by the prudence of the practical politicians
who, sniffing victory in the air, had rushed to the new tent. Whigs, whose
affections were centered on Hamilton’s program rather than on Garrison’s
scheme of salvation, were to be seen on the floor. Advocates of a high protec-
tive tariff and friends of free homesteads for mechanics and farmers now
mingled with the ardent oppenents of slavery in the territories. With their
minds fixed on the substance of things sought for, the partisans of caution
were almost able to prevent the convention from indorsing the Declaration
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of Independence. Still they were in favor of restricting the area of slavery;
they had no love for the institution and its spread helped to fasten the grip
of the planting interest on the government at Washington. So the Repub-
lican convention went on record in favor of liberty for the territories, free
homesteads for farmers, a protective tariff, and a Pacific railway. As the plat-
form was read, the cheering became especially loud and prolonged when the
homestead and tariff planks were reached. Such at least is the testimony of
the stenographic report.

Since this declaration of principles was well fitted to work a union of
forces, it was elssentlal that the candidate should not divide them. The pro-
tective plank would doubtless line up the good old Whigs of the Fast but
tender consideration had to be shown to the Ohio Valley, original home of
Jacksonian Democracy, where national banks, tariffs, and other “abomina-
tions” still frightened the wary. Without Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, the Re-
publican managers could not hope to win and they knew that the lower
_counties of these states were filled with settlers from the slave belt who had
no love for the “money power,” abolition, or anything that savored of them.
In such circumstances Seward, idol of the Whig wing, was no man to offer
that section; he was too radical on the slavery issue and too closely associated
with “high finance” in addition. “If you do not nominate Seward, where will
you get your money?” was the blunt question put by Seward’s loyal support-
ers at Chicago. The question was pertinent but not fatal.

Given this confluence of problems, a man close to the soil of the West
was better suited to the requirements of the hour than a New York lawyer
with somewhat fastidious tastes, obviously backed by fat purses. The available
candidate was Abraham Lincoln of Tllinois. Bomn in Kentucky, he was of
southern origin. A son of poor frontier parents, self-educated, a pioneer who
in his youth had labored in field and forest, he appealed to the voters of the
backwoods. Still by an uncanny genius for practical affairs, he had forged his
way to the front as a shrewd lawyer and politician, In his debates with
Douglas he had shows-himself able to cope with one of the foremost leaders
in the Democratic party. On the tariff, bank, currency, and homestead issues
he was sound. A local railway attorney, he was trusted among business men.

On the slavery question Lincoln’s attitude was firm but conservative.
He disliked slavery and frankly said so; yet he was not an abolitionist and he
saw no way in which the institution could be uprooted. On the contrary, he
favored enforcing the fugitive stave law and he was not prepared to urge even
the abolition of slavery in the District of Columbia. His declaration that a
house divided against itself could not stand had been counterbalanced by an
assertion that the country would become all free or all slave—a creed which
any southern planter could have indorsed. Seward’s radical doctrine that
there was a “higher law” than the Constitution, dedicating the territories to
freedom, received from the Illinois lawyer disapproval, not commendation.

Nevertheless Lincoln was definite and positive in his opinion that
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slavery should not be permitted in the territories. That was necessary to satisfy
the minimum demands of the antislavery faction and incidentally it pleased
those Whigs of the North who at last realized that no Hamiltonian program
could be pushed through Congress if the plantmg interest secured a suprem-
acy, or indeed held an equal share of power, in the Union. Evidently Lincoln
was the man of the hour: his heritage was correct, his principles were sound,
his sincerity was unquestioned, and his ability as a speaker commanded the
minds and hearts of his auditors. He sent word to his friends at Chicago that,
although he did not indorse Seward’s higher-law doctrine, he agreed with
him on the irrepressible conflict. 'The next day Lincoln was nommated amid
huzzas from ten thousand lusty throats.

A large fraction of Whigs and some fragments of the Know Nothing, or
American, party, foreseeing calamity in the existing array of interests, tried to
save the day by an appeal to lofty sentiments without any definitions. Assum-
ing the name of Constitutional Unionists and boasting that they represented
the “intelligence and respectability of the South’ as well as the lovers of the
national idea everywhere, they held a convention at Baltimore and nominated
john Bell of Tennessee and Edward Everett of Massachusetts for President
and VicePresident. In the platform they invited their countrymen to forget
all divisions and “support the Constitution of the country, the union of the
states, and the enforcement of the laws.,” It was an overture of old men—
men who had known and loved Webster and Clay and who shiank with
horror from agitations that threatened to end in bloodshed and revolution
—a plea for the maintenance of the status quo against the whims of a swiftly
changing world.

A spirited campaign followed the nomination of these four candidates
for the presidency on four different platforms. Huge campaign funds were
raised and spent. Beside pursuing the usual strategy of education, the Repub-
licans resorted to parades and the other spectacular features that had dis-
tinguished the log-cabin crusade of General Harrison’s year. Emulating the
discretion of the Hero of Tippecanoe, Lincoln maintained a judicious silence
at Springfield while his champions waged his battles for him, naturally
tempering their orations to the requirements of diverse interests. They were
fully conscious, as a Republican paper in Philadelphia put it, that “Frémont
had tried running on the slavery issue and lost.” So while they laid stress on
it in many sections, they widened their appeal.

In the West, a particular emphasis was placed on free homesteads and
the Pacific railway. With a keen eye for competent strategy, Carl Schurz
carried the campaign into Missouri where he protested with eloquence against
the action of the slave power i denying “the laboring man the right to
acquire property in the soil by his labor” and made a special plea for the
German vote on the ground that the free land was to be opened to aliens who
declared their intention of becoming American citizens. Discovering that the
homestcad question was “the greatest issue in the West,” Horace Greeley
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used it to win votes in the Fast. Agrarians and labor reformers renewed the
slogan: “Vote yourself a farm.”

In Pennsylvania and New Jersey, protection for iron and steel was the
great subject of discussion. Curtin, the Republican candidate for governor
in the former state, said not a word about abolishing slavery in his ratification
speech but spoke with feeling on “the vast heavings of the heart of Pennsyl-
vania whose sons are pining for protection to their labor and their dearest
interests.” Warming to his theme, he exclaimed: “This is a contest involving
protection and the rights of labor. . . . If you desire to become vast and great,
protect the manufactures of Philadelphia. . . . All hail, liberty! All hail, free-
dom! Freedom to the white man! All hail freedom general as the air we
breathe!” Tn a fashion after Curtin’s own heart, the editor of the Philadelphia
American and Gazette, surveying the canvass at the finish, repudiated the
idea that “any sectional aspect of the slavery question” was up for decision
and declared that the great issues were protection for industry, “economy in
the conduct of the government, homesteads for settlers on the public domain,
retrenchment and accountability in the public expenditures, appropriation for
rivers and harbors, a Pacific railroad, the admission of Kansas, and a radical
reform in the government.”

With a kindred appreciation of practical matters, Seward bore the
standard through the North and West. Fully conversant with the Webster
policy of commercial expansion in the Pacific and knowing well the political
appeal of Manifest Destiny, he proclaimed the future of the American empire
—assuring his auditors that in due time American outposts would be pushed
along the northwest coast to the Arctic Occan, that Canada would be gathered
into our glorious Union, that the LatinsAmerican republics reorganized under
our benign influence would become parts of this magnificent confederation,
that the ancient Aztec metropolis, Mexico City, would eventually become
the capital of the United States, and that America and Russia, breaking their
old friendship, would come to grips in the Far East—“in regions where
civilization first began.” All this was involved in the election of Lincoln and
the triumph of the Republican party. Webster and Cushing and Perry had
not wrought in vain. '

The three candidates opposed to Lincoln scored points wherever they
could. Douglas took the stump with his usual vigor and declaimed to throngs
in mearly every state. Orators of the Breckinridge camp, believing that their
extreme views were sound everywhere, invaded the North. Bell's champions
spoke with dignity and warmth about the dangers inherent in all unwise
departures from the past, about the perils of the sectional quarrel. When at
length the ballots were cast and counted, it was found that the foes of slavery
agitation had carried the country by an overwhelming majority. Their com-
bined vote was a million ahead of Lincoln’s total; the two Democratic
factions alone, to say nothing of Bell’s six hundred thousand followers, out-
numbered the Republican army, But in the division and uproar of the
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campaign Lincoln, even so, had won the Presidency; he was the choice of a
minority—a sectional minority at that—but under the terms of the Constitu-
tion, he was entitled to the scepter at Washington.

From what has just been said it must be apparent that the forces which
produced the irrepressible conflict were very complex in nature and vyet the
momentous struggle has been so often reduced by historians to simple terms
that a re-examination of the traditional thesis has become one of the tasks
of the modern age. On the part of northern writers it was long the fashion to
declare that slavery was the cause of the conflict between the states. Such for
example was the position taken by James Ford Rhodes and made the starting
point of his monumental work.

Assuming for the moment that this assertion is correct in a general sense,
it will be easily observed even on a superficial investigation that “slavery”
was no simple, isolated phenomenon. In itself it was intricate and it had
flaments through the whole body economic. It was a labor system, the basis
of planting, and the foundation of thesouthern aristocracy. That aristocracy,
in turn, owing to the nature of its economic operations, resorted to public
policies that were opposed to capitalism, sought to dominate the federal
government, and, with the help of free farmers also engaged in agriculture, did
at last dominate it. In the course of that political conquest, all the plans of
commerce and industry for federal protection and subvention were overborne.
It took more than a finite eye to discern where slavery as an ethical question
left off and economics—the struggle over the distribution of wealth—began.

On the other hand, the early historians of the sonthern school, cha-
grined by defeat and compelled to face the adverse judgment of brutal fact,
made the “rights of states”—something nobler than economics or the enslave-
ment of Negroes—the issue for which the Confederacy fought and bled. That
too like slavery seems simple until subjected to a little scrutiny. What is a
state? At ‘bottom it is a majority or perhaps a mere plurality of persons
engaged in the quest of something supposed to be beneficial, or at all events
not injurious, to the pursuers. And what are rights? Abstract, intangible moral
values having neither substance nor form? The party debates over the eco-
nomic issues of the middle period answer with an emphatic negative. If the

* southern planters had been content to grant tariffs, bountics, subsidies, and

preferences to northern commerce and industry, it is not probable that they
would have been molested in their most imperious proclamations of sover-
eignty.

But their theories and their acts involved interests more ponderable than
political thetoric. They threatened the couniry with secession first in defying
the tariff of abominations and when they did secede thirty years later it was
in response to the victory of a tariff and homestead party that proposed
nothing more dangerous to slavery itself than the mere exclusion of the insti-
tution from the territories. It took more than a finite eye to discern where
their opposition fo the economic system of Hamilton left off and their affec-




The Second American Revolution 425

tion for the rights of states began. The modern reader tossed about.in a
contrariety of opinions can only take his bearings by examining a few indubi-
table realities.

With reference to the popular northern view of the conflict, there stands
the stubborn fact that at no time during the long gathering of the storm did
Garrison’s abolition creed rise to the dignity of a firstrate political issue in
the North. Nobody but agitators, beneath the contempt of the towering
statesmen of the age, ever dared to advocate it. No great political organization
even gave it the most casual indorsement.

‘When the abolitionists launched the Liberty party in the campaign of
1344 to work for emancipation, as we have noted, the voters answered their
‘plea for “the restoration of equality of political rights among men” in a
manner that demonstrated the invincible opposition of the American people.
Out of more than two and a half million ballots cast in the election, only
sixty-five thonsand were recorded in favor of the Liberty candidate. That was
America’s answer to the call for abolition; and the advocates of that policy
never again ventured to appeal to the electorate by presenting candidates on
such a radical platform. )

No other party organized between that time and the clash of arms
attempted to do more than demand the exclusion of slavery from the terri-
tories and not until the Democrats by repealing the Missouri Compromise
threatened to extend slavery throughout the West did any party poll more
than a handful of votes on that issue. Tt s true that Van Buren on a free-soil
platform received nearly three hundred thousand votes in 1848 but that was
evidently due to personal influence, because his suceessor on a snmlar ticket
four years afterward dropped into an insignificant place.

Even the Republican party, in the campaign of 1856, coming hard on
the act of defiancer which swept away the Missouri compact, won little more
than one-third the active voters to the cause of restricting the slavery area.
When transformed after four more years into a homestead and high tariff
party pledged merely to liberty in the territories, the Republicans polled
a million votes fewer than the number cast for the opposing factions and
rede into power on account of the divided ranks of the enemy. Such was the
nation’s reply to the antislavery agitation from the beginning of the dis-
turbance until the cannon shot at Sumter opened a revolution.

Moreover not a single responsible statesman of the middle period com-
mitted himself to the doctrine of immediate and unconditional abolition to
be achieved by independent political action. John Quincy Adams, ousted from
the Presidency by Jacksonian Democracy but returned to Washington as the
Representative of a Massachusetts district in Congress, did declare that it
was the duty of every free American to work directly for the abolition of
slavery and with uncanny vision foresaw that the knot might be cut with the
sword. But Adams was tegarded by astute party managers as a foolish and
embittered old man and his prophecy as a dangerous delusion.
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Practical politicians who felt the iron hand of the planters at Washing-
ton—politicians who saw how deeply intertwined with the whole economic
order the institution of slavery really was—could discover nothing tangible in
mmmediate and unconditional abolition that appealed to reason or came within
the range of common sense. Lincoln was emphatic in assuring the slaveholders
that no Republican had ever been detected in any attempt to disturb them.
“We must not interfere with the institution of slavery in the states where it
exists,” he urged, “‘because the Constitution forbids it and the general welfare
does not require us to do so.”

Since, therefore, the abolition of slavery never appeared in the platform
of any great political party, since the only appeal ever made to the electorate
on that issue was.scornfully repulsed, since the spokesman of the Republicans
emphatically declared that his party never intended to interfere with slavery
in the states in any shape or form, it secems reasonable to assume that the
institution of slavery was not the fundamental issue during the epoch pre-
ceding the bombardment of Fort Sumter.

Nor can it be truthfully said, as southern writers were fond of having
it, that a tender and consistent regard for the rights of states and for a strict
construction of the Constitution was the prime element in the dispute that
long divided the country. As a matter of record, from the foundation of the
republic, all factions were for high nationalism or low provincialism upon

+ occasion according to their desires at the moment, according to turns in the
balance of power. New England nullified federal law when her commerce
was affected by the War of 1812 and came out stanchly for liberty and union,
one and inseparable, now and forever, in 1833 when South Carolina attempted
to nullify a tariff act. Not long afterward, the legislature of Massachusetts,
dreading the overweening strength of the Southwest, protested warmly against
the annexation of Texas and resolved that “‘such an act of admission would
have no binding force whatever on the people of Massachusetts.”

Equally willing to bend theoiy to practical considerations, the paity of
the slavocracy argued that the Constitution was to be strictly and narrowly
construed whenever tariff and bank measures were up for debate; but no such
piddling concept of the grand document was to be held when a bill providing
for the prompt and efficient return of fugitive slaves was on the carpet. Less
than twenty years after South Carolina prepared to resist by arms federal
officers engaged in collecting customs duties, the champions of slavery and
states’ rights greeted with applause a fugitive slave law which flouted the
precious limitations prescribed in the first ten Amendments to the Constitu-
tion—a law which provided for the use of all the powers of the national
government to assist masters in getting possession of their elusive property
—which denied to the alleged slave, who might perchance be a freeman in
spite of his color, the right to have a jury trial or even to testify in his own
behalf. In other words, it was “constitutional” to employ the engines of the
federal authority in catching slaves wherever they might be found in any
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northern community and to ignore utterly the elementary safeguards of liberty
plainly and specifically imposed on Congress by language that admitted of no
double interpretation. .

On this very issue of personal liberty, historic positions on states’ rights
were again reversed. Following the example of South Carolina on the tariff,
Wisconsin resisted the fugitive slave law as an invasion of her reserved rights
—as a violation of the Constitution. Alarmed by this action, Chief Justice
Taney answered the disobedient state in a ringing judicial decision announc-
ing a high nationalism that would have delighted the heart of John Marshall,
informing the recalcitrant Wisconsin that the Constitution and laws enacted
under it were supreme; that the fugitive slave law was fully anthorized by the
Constitution; and that the Supreme Court was the final arbiter in all con-
troversies over the respective powers of the states and the United States. “If
such an arbiter had not been provided in our complicated system of govern-
ment, internal tranguility could not have been preserved and if such con-
troversies were left to the arbitrament of physical force, our Government,
State and National, would cease to be a government of laws, and revolution
by force of arms would take the place of courts of justice and judicial deci-
sions.” No nullification here; no right of a state to judge for itself respecting
infractions of the Constitution by the federal government; federal law is
binding everywhere and the Supreme Court, a branch of the national govern-
ment, is the final judge. o

And in what language did Wisconsin reply? The legislature of the state,
in 4 solemn resolution, declared that the decision of the Supreme Court of
the United States in the case in question was in direct conflict with the
Constitution. It vowed that the essential principles of the Kentucky doctrine
of nullification were sound. Then it closed with the rebel fling: “that the
several states . . . being sovereign and independent, have the unquestionable
right to judge of its [the Constitution’s] infraction and that a positive defiance
by those sovereignties of all unauthorized acts done or attempted to be done
under color of that instrument is the rightful remhedy.”

That was in 1859. Within two years, men who had voted for that
resolution and cheered its adoption were marching off in martial array to
vindicate on southern battlefields the supremacy of the Union and the sover-
eignty of the nation. By that fateful hour the southern politicians who had
applauded Taney’s declaration that the Supreme Court was the final arbiter
in controversies between the states and the national government had come
to the solemn conclusion that the states themselves were the arbiters. Such
words and events being facts, there can be but one judgment in the court of
history; namely, that major premises respecting the nature of the Constitution
and deductions made logically from them with masterly eloquence were minor
- factors in the grand dispute as compared with the interests, desires, and
passions that lay deep in the hearts and minds of the contestants.

Indeed, honorable men who held diametrically opposite views found




428 The Civil War

warrant for each in the Constitution. All parties and all individuals, save
the extreme abolitionists, protested in an unbroken chant their devotion to the
national covenant and to the principles and memory of the inspired men who
framed it. As the Bible was sometimes taken as a guide for theologtans travel-
ing in opposite directions, so the Constitution was the beacon that lighted the
way of statesmen who differed utterly on the issues of the middle period. . ..

When the modern student examines all the verbal disputes over the
nature of the Union-—the arguments employed by the parties which operated
and opposed the federal government between the adoption of the Constitu-
tion and the opening of the Civil War—he can hardly do otherwise than
conclude that the linguistic devices used first on one side and then on the
other were not derived from inherently necessary concepts concerning the
intimate essence of the federal system. The Toots of the comtroversy lay else-
where—in social groupings founded on differences in climate, soil, industries,
and labor systems, in divergent social forces, rather than varying degrees of
righteousness and wisdom, or what romantic historians call “the magnetism
of great pefsonalities.” ' :

In the spring of 1861 the full force of the irrepressible conflict burst
upon the hesitant and bewildered nation and for four long vears the clash of
arms fGlled the land with its brazen clangor. For four long years the anguish,
the calamities, and the shocks of the struggle absorbed the energies of the
multifudes, blared in the headlines of the newspapers, and loomed impres-
- sively in the minds of the men and women who lived and suffered in that age.

Naturally, thercfore, all who wrote of the conflict used the terms of war.
In its records, the government of the United States ofhicially referred to the
contest as the War of the Rebellion, thus by implication setting the stigma of
treason on those who served under the Stars and Bars, Repudiating this brand
and taking for his shield the righteousness of legitimacy, one of the leading
southern statesmen, Alexander H. Stephens, in his great history of the con-
flict, called it the War between the States. This, too, no less than the title
chosen by the federal government, is open to objections; apart from the large
assumptions involved, it is not strictly accurate for, in the border states, the
armed struggle was a guerrilla war and in Virginia the domestic strife ended
in the scparation of several counties, under the aegis of a new state constitu-
tion, as West Virginia. More recently a distinguished historian, Edward
Channing, entitled a volume dealing with the period The War for Southern
Independence—a characterization which, though fairly precise, suffers a little
perhaps from abstraction.

As a matter of fact all these symbols are misleading in that they over-
emphasize the element of military force in the grand denouement, War there
was unguestionably, immense, wide-sweeping, indubitable, as Carlyle would
say. For years the agony of it hung like a pall over the land. And yet with
strange swiftuess the cloud was lifted and blown away. Merciful grass spread
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its green mantle over the cruel scars and the gleaming red splotches sank into
the hospitable earth.

It was then that the economist and lawyer, looking more calmly on the
scene, discovered that the armed conflict had been only one phase of the
cataclysm, a transitory phase; that at bottom the so-called Civil War, or the
War between the States, in the light of Roman analogy, was a social war,
ending in the unquestioned establishment of a new power in the government,
making vast changes in the arrangement of classes, in the accummlation and
distribution of wealth, in the course of industrial development, and in the

- Constitution inherited from the Fathers. Merely by the accidents of climate,
soil, and geography was it a sectional struggle. If the planting interest had
been scattered evenly throughout the industrial region, had there been a
horizontal rather than a perpendicular cleavage, the irrepressible conflict
would have been resolved by other methods and accompanied by other logical
defense mechanisms.

In any event neither accident nor rhetoric should be allowed to obscure
the intrinsic character of that struggle. If the operations by which the middle
classes of England broke the power of the king and the aristocracy are to be
known collectively as the Puritan Revolution, if the series of acts by which
the bourgeois and peasants of France overthrew the king, nobility, and clergy
is to be called the French Revolution, then accuracy compels us to character-
ize by the same term the social cataclysm in which the capitalists, laborers,
and farmers of the North and West drove from power in the nationat govern-
ment the planting aristocracy of the South. Viewed under the light of
universal history, the fighting was a fleeting incident; the social revolution was
the essential, portentous outcome. g

To be sure the battles and campaigns of the epoch are significant to the
military strategist; the tragedy and heroism of the contest furnish inspiration
to patriots and romance to the makers of epics. But the core of the vortex
lay elsewhere. It was in the flowing substance of things limned by statistical
reports on finance, commerce, capital, industry, railways, and agriculture, by
provisions of constitutional law, and by the pages of statute books—prosaic
muniments which show that the so-called civil war was in reality a Second
American Revolution and in a strict sense, the First. . . .
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